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57 ABSTRACT

Methods, systems, and apparatus, including computer pro-
grams encoded on computer storage media, for network risk
assessment. One of the methods includes obtaining infor-
mation describing network traffic between a plurality of
network devices within a network. A network topology of
the network is determined based on the information describ-
ing network traffic, with the network topology including
nodes connected by an edge to one or more other nodes, and
with each node being associated with one or more network
devices. Indications of user access rights of users are asso-
ciated to respective nodes included in the network topology.
User interface data associated with the network topology is
generated.

17 Claims, 12 Drawing Sheets
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NETWORK RISK ASSESSMENT

Qbtain information describing network traffic
between network devices in a network (6.g.,
netflow, firewall logs, proxy logs, etc.)

|5 402

Determine network topology based on one
or more data sources

|_;4o4

4

Associate user accounts permitted to access|
network devices with respective nodes {e.g.,
based on accessing rights and/or access
records)

(see, 8.9., Figure 5)

)‘406

Generate user interface data usable to
generate graph based on the determined
network topology

’jm

Determine a compromise value associated
with each of the nodes usable to generate
user and/or node compromise estimates
(See, e.g., Figures 6-7)
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SYSTEMS FOR NETWORK RISK
ASSESSMENT INCLUDING PROCESSING OF
USER ACCESS RIGHTS ASSOCIATED WITH
A NETWORK OF DEVICES

CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED
APPLICATIONS

This application is a continuation of U.S. patent applica-
tion Ser. No. 14/585,043, filed Dec. 29, 2014, and titled
“SYSTEMS FOR NETWORK RISK ASSESSMENT
INCLUDING PROCESSING OF USER ACCESS RIGHTS
ASSOCIATED WITH A NETWORK OF DEVICES,”
which is hereby incorporated by reference in its entirety
herein.

BACKGROUND

Networks are commonly utilized to connect an organiza-
tion’s, e.g., a company’s, computer systems and electroni-
cally stored information. The organization can utilize com-
ponents, e.g., routers, to receive connection requests from
network devices, e.g., computer systems, and route the
requests to appropriate devices that can handle the requests.
Networks can include thousands or millions of network
devices, with thousands or millions of user accounts per-
mitted to access the network devices.

System administrators, e.g., people that set up and main-
tain networks, can attempt to separate their networks such
that certain users/devices cannot access other parts of the
network. To effect this separation, system administrators can
utilize firewalls to block access, and utilize access control
lists that identify user accounts expressly permitted to access
particular network devices.

SUMMARY

In general, one innovative aspect of the subject matter
described in this specification can be embodied in methods
that include the actions of obtaining information describing
network traffic between a plurality of network devices
within a network; determining, based on the information
describing network traffic, a network topology of the net-
work, wherein the network topology comprises a plurality of
nodes each connected by an edge to one or more of the
plurality of nodes, and wherein each node is associated with
one or more network devices; associating indications of user
access rights of users to respective nodes included in the
network topology; and generating user interface data asso-
ciated with the network topology.

The foregoing and other embodiments can each optionally
include one or more of the following features, alone or in
combination. An indication of user access rights of a par-
ticular user to a particular node comprises one or more of:
information indicating that the particular user is permitted
access to a space which includes at least one network device
associated with the particular node, information indicating
that a user account associated with the particular user can
provide information to, or receive information from, at least
one network device associated with the particular node, or
information indicating that the user account associated with
the particular user is permitted to access, or has actually
attempted to access, at least one network device associated
with the particular node. The actions include obtaining
access control lists associated with respective nodes,
wherein each access control list identifies user accounts
permitted to access one or more network devices associated
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with a node. The actions include obtaining access records
associated with respective nodes, wherein each access
record identifies actual access attempts by user accounts to
one or more network devices associated with a node. Gen-
erating user interface data comprises generating a graph
identifying the network topology. Each edge included in the
network topology represents a communication path. The
actions include receiving an identifier of a particular user;
obtaining indications of user access rights of the particular
user that are associated with respective nodes included in the
network topology; and including information in the user
interface data identifying the indications of user access
rights.

Particular embodiments of the subject matter described in
this specification can be implemented so as to realize one or
more of the following advantages. A system can efficiently
determine a network topology describing connections
between network devices of a network, and user accounts
permitted to access each network device. The system can
then automatically determine weaknesses in the network,
such as a previously unknown communication path between
secure and insecure parts of the network, and quantify risks
associated with the network, e.g., a loss to a company if a
network device or user account were compromised. In this
way, a company can obtain visual representations of its
network, quickly view the level of access that each user
account or network device has with respect to its network,
and quantify costs associated with a compromised level of
access.

The details of one or more embodiments of the subject
matter of this specification are set forth in the accompanying
drawings and the description below. Other features, aspects,
and advantages of the subject matter will become apparent
from the description, the drawings, and the claims.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

FIG. 1 illustrates a risk assessment system in communi-
cation with a network and an example of a determined
network topology.

FIG. 2A illustrates an example user interface of a graph
identifying a network topology with associated compromise
values.

FIG. 2B illustrates an example user interface of the graph
showing access rights of a selected node.

FIG. 2C illustrates another example user interface of the
graph showing access rights of the selected node.

FIG. 2D illustrates an example user interface of the graph
showing access rights of a selected user account.

FIG. 2E illustrates an example user interface of the graph
showing access rights to an identified critical area of a
network.

FIG. 3 is a diagram of an example risk assessment system.

FIG. 4 illustrates a flowchart of an example process for
network risk assessment.

FIG. 5 illustrates a flowchart of an example process for
determining access rights of user accounts.

FIG. 6 illustrates a flowchart of an example process for
determining a compromise risk value associated with a user
account or node.

FIG. 7 illustrates a flowchart of an example process for
determining a total compromise value associated with a user
account or node.

FIG. 8 is a block diagram of an embodiment of the
example risk assessment system.
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Like reference numbers and designations in the various
drawings indicate like elements.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

In order to facilitate an understanding of the systems and
methods discussed herein, a number of terms are defined
below. The terms defined below, as well as other terms used
herein, should be construed to include the provided defini-
tions, the ordinary and customary meaning of the terms,
and/or any other implied meaning for the respective terms.
Thus, the definitions below do not limit the meaning of these
terms, but only provide exemplary definitions.

Overview

This specification describes techniques to determine a
network risk assessment. In particular, a system can deter-
mine a network topology, e.g., network devices and the
connections between those network devices, of a network
from network traffic between the network devices in the
network. Network devices can include servers, laptops,
desktops, storage device, routers, point of sale machines,
and so on. The network traffic can include router logs, e.g.,
network flow data describing communications between net-
work devices, firewall logs, e.g., data identifying network
devices that are permitted to access particular other network
devices, and proxy logs, e.g., data describing network
devices that request or receive information through a proxy
server. The system utilizes the network traffic to identify
unique network devices, and connections from each unique
network device to other unique network devices.

After determining a network topology, the system can
obtain user account access information (or simply “access
information”) for each network device and/or for each user.
“Access information,” as used herein, refers generally to any
information describing a level of access that a user account
has within a network. For instance, access information can
include information regarding a particular user account’s
access rights and/or actual accesses to nodes in a network
topology. Such access information may be determined based
on access privileges and/or access records. In general,
“access privileges,” as used herein, refers to any rules or
information that is used to control what a user can access.
Access privileges may be implemented using a list of rules
that apply to a specific node (or other object, such as a file,
folder, printer, etc.) that defines which user accounts or
groups of user accounts have access to that object. An
Access Control List (ACL) is one example of access privi-
leges. “Access records,” as used herein, generally refers to
information indicating actual accesses by a network device,
such as to other specific network devices and/or particular
directories, files, etc., within the network. Examples of
access records include those maintained by directory ser-
vices, such as MICROSOFT ACTIVE DIRECTORY ser-
vice. In some embodiments, access information includes
information regarding user accounts associated with indi-
viduals that can physically touch a network device, e.g.,
people with access rights to a room containing the network
device, which may be tracked using a physical keycard
access log, for example.

The system can then provide information, e.g., to a system
administrator, identifying the network topology and the level
of access that each user account has with the network. The
system can receive selections of user accounts, and provide
a visual representation of the network devices that the user
account can reach, e.g., ping or communicate with, or
access, e.g., log into.
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To identify risks, e.g., quantifiable risks, associated with
network devices in the network, the system can determine a
compromise value associated with each network device,
e.g., the cost of data stored by the network device.

After determining compromise values for network
devices, the system can receive an identification of a user
account, or network device, and determine the total com-
promise value associated with the user account, or network
device, being compromised, e.g., by an attacker. That is, the
system can determine the total compromise value for a user
account, or network device, from the respective compromise
values of network devices that the user account, or network
device, is permitted to access. The total compromise value
therefore identifies the risk, e.g., to a company, incurred if a
user account or network device gets compromised.

Additionally, the system can determine a compromise
likelihood of a user account, or network device, being
compromised. The compromise likelihood identifies a prob-
ability of the network device, or user account, being com-
promised, e.g., by an attacker.

The system can combine, e.g., multiply in a weighted
relationship, the compromise likelihood with the respective
total compromise value to determine a compromise risk
value. The compromise risk value can be used to quickly
determine how secure a network device, or user account, is,
e.g., by an insurance company, or by individuals responsible
for risk management at a company. In some embodiments,
other inputs, e.g. a security questionnaire that is completed
by a network administrator and/or individual network
account holders, may be included in calculating a final
network security evaluation, such as a network compromise
risk value.

Example System Architecture and Network Topology

FIG. 1 illustrates a risk assessment system 100 in com-
munication with a network 110 and an example of a deter-
mined network topology 120. The risk assessment system
100, e.g., a system of one or more computers, or software
executing on a system of one or more computers (also
referred to herein as “the system,”) is configured to deter-
mine the network topology 120 from network traffic 114,
e.g., router logs, firewall logs, proxy logs, router rules, of
network devices included in a network 100. Example meth-
ods of determining a network topology 120 are described
below, with reference to FIG. 4. The risk assessment system
100 can be used, or operated, by a system administrator, e.g.,
an IT staffer, Chief Technology Officer, technology consul-
tant, manager, and so on. Thus, any reference to a “system
administrator” or “administrator” herein should be inter-
preted to include any one or more of these individuals or
groups of individuals, or any other entity that views and
interacts with the various user interfaces disclosed herein.

The illustrated example of FIG. 1 includes five nodes,
e.g., nodes 1-5 122A-E, with each node including one or
more network devices. Each node was determined by the
risk assessment system 100 to be included in the network
110. The risk assessment system 100 has also identified
connections between each of the five nodes, e.g., node 3
122C and node 5 122E have communicated, by analyzing
the network traffic 114. As discussed below with reference to
FIG. 4, the network topology 120 may be determined in
various manners, based on various combinations of network
traffic information 114. In some embodiments, the network
topology 120 is determined by a third party and then
enhanced by the risk assessment system 100, such as to
include access information (e.g., from an access control list)
overlaid on the network topology 120, as discussed further
below.
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The risk assessment system 100 may also obtain user
account access information 112, e.g., access privileges and/
or access records. Thus, the risk assessment system 100 can
provide information identifying nodes included in the net-
work topology 120 that a particular user account can access
and/or has actually accessed, which is described below with
reference to FIG. 2D.

The network topology can be generated and/or updated
using various other data sources and/or processes that can be
performed on the network, some of which are discussed
further below with reference to FIG. 4. For example, in some
embodiments the system sends instructions to identified
network devices (or some subset of network devices, such as
one device per access policy group) to send traceroute
requests to other network devices. Information obtained in
response to such traceroute requests may be useful in
identifying network devices to which the requesting network
device actually has access, paths by which access may be
obtained, and network devices to which the requesting
device does not have access. See FIG. 4, below, for other
examples of information that may be included in develop-
ment of a network topology.

Example Network Topology User Interfaces

FIG. 2A illustrates an example user interface of a graph
200A identifying a network topology with associated com-
promise values. The risk assessment system 100 can gener-
ate user interface data, e.g., to provide for presentation to a
system administrator of the network 110, that includes a
representation of a network topology, as described above in
FIG. 1. In some implementations, this representation is a
graph 200A, e.g., a directed graph as illustrated in the
example, which includes nodes each representing one or
more network devices, which are connected to other nodes
by edges representing logged communications and/or pos-
sible communication paths between nodes.

The example of FIG. 2A further illustrates compromise
values associated with each node. A compromise value
represents an approximate cost that would be incurred, e.g.,
to a company that owns the network, if the node were
compromised, e.g. some portion of its data holdings being
made available to an unauthorized party. For instance, the
compromise value can be the cost of the data stored by the
node, such as a value to recover the data, to pay for
specialized services associated with loss of the data, e.g.,
credit monitoring, costs of insurance deductibles and/or
increases in premiums, and/or any other costs. In some
embodiments, costs may be estimated based on the type and
quantity of specific types of data. For example, each item of
credit card data can be associated with a particular compro-
mise value that is higher than the compromise values for
telephone numbers of customers. Thus, a compromise value
for a node can be calculated by summing the compromise
values for each data item, or a particular set of data items of
types having values of interest, stored on the node, where
each data item has a defined compromise value based on its
type (e.g., credit card data, healthcare data, contact infor-
mation, etc.). The risk assessment system 100 can then
associate the calculated compromise values with respective
nodes in the graph 200A.

In the example of FIG. 2A, each node in the graph 200A
is labeled with a High (“H”), Medium (“M”), or Low (“L)
compromise value. That is, the graph 200A provides an easy
method of viewing nodes that need to be secured carefully,
e.g., due to a node storing sensitive/valuable data associated
with a High compromise value. In this way, a system
administrator can identify high value nodes for which extra
security precautions may be desirable. In securing a node,
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the risk assessment system 100 can overlay information on
the graph 200A displaying nodes that a selected node has
access to, e.g., can provide information to, or request infor-
mation from. Overlaying information describing nodes a
selected node has access to is described below, with refer-
ence to FIG. 2B. In other embodiments, compromise values
may be dollar amounts, and the risk assessment system 100
may calculate a total compromise value for the network
from the compromise values for all nodes, a total compro-
mise value of a node, e.g., the compromise value for the
node and the compromise values for all accessible nodes,
and/or a total compromise value of a user account, e.g., the
compromise values for all nodes accessible to the user
account.

In some embodiments, nodes may additionally (or alter-
natively) indicate other attributes associated with network
security, such as compromise likelihood (e.g., likelihood of
the particular node being accessed by an unauthorized
entity) and/or compromise risk value (e.g., some combina-
tion of total compromise value and compromise likelihood).
Thus, in such an embodiment multiple indicators may be
included on each node, such as an indicator of compromise
value (e.g., High, Medium, Low, some dollar value indica-
tor, and/or some other indicator), an indicator of compro-
mise likelihood (e.g., High, Medium, Low, or some other
relative indicator), and/or an indicator of compromise risk
value (e.g., High, Medium, Low, or any other such indica-
tor). In the embodiment of FIG. 2E (discussed below), a total
Network Risk Score of “F” (“Failing”) is provided, which
identifies a network compromise risk calculated based on
compromise risk values associated with the entire network.

FIG. 2B illustrates an example user interface 210A of the
graph 200B showing access rights of a selected node 202.
The risk assessment system 100 can receive a selection of
the node 202, such as by a system administrator clicking on
a node of a user interface displaying the graph 200B, and
identify nodes that the selected node 202 can access, e.g.,
communicate with and/or is physically connected to. In
some implementations, having access to a node can mean
that the selected node 202 can provide a request to the node,
e.g., as a ping, or can access data stored at the node.

In this example, the node 202 selected by the system
administrator is highlighted with a darker border, and all
nodes that can be reached by the selected node 202 are
illustrated with broken lines. In other embodiments, other
visualizations may be used to identity a selected node and
accessible nodes, such as colors, highlighting, etc.

After receiving a selection of node 202, the graph 200B
is updated to illustrate that the selected node 202 has access
to node 204, e.g., by an edge representing that the two nodes
have communicated and/or are configured to communicate
within the network. Additionally, the graph 200 illustrates
that selected node 202 has access to node 208, e.g., by edge
207. This can occur when, for instance, node 206 has access
to node 208, and thus is configured to pass communications
from selected node 202 to node 208. Furthermore, selected
node 202 has access to nodes 212A and 212B by virtue of
node 208.

The graph 200B can be utilized by a system administrator
to determine a need for a firewall between nodes 208 and
206, for example, which can be configured to block network
traffic from selected node 202, and allow only select network
traffic from node 206. In this way, a system administrator
can visually examine the network to determine whether
particular nodes, e.g., nodes with a low compromise value,
have unnecessary access to other nodes, e.g., nodes with
higher compromise values.
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FIG. 2C illustrates another example user interface 210B
of'the graph 200B showing access rights of the selected node
202. The user interface 210B illustrates the graph 200B with
nodes, and associated compromise values and compromise
likelihoods, e.g., a probability identifying the likelihood that
a node can be compromised. Examples of determining
compromise likelihood are described below, with reference
to FIG. 6.

In this example, the node 214 selected by the system
administrator is highlighted with a darker border, and all
nodes that can be reached by the selected node 214 are
illustrated with broken lines. In other embodiments, other
visualizations may be used to identity a selected node and
accessible nodes, such as colors, highlighting, etc.

The risk assessment system 100 has determined that node
214 is associated with a low compromise value and high
compromise likelihood, e.g., a high probability that the node
can be compromised, and node 218 is associated with a high
compromise value and low compromise likelihood, e.g., a
low probability that the node can be compromised. Based on
the information displayed in the user interface 210B, a
system administer may consider whether the edge 216
between node 214 and node 218 can be eliminated. Since an
attacker could compromise node 214, with a high likelihood
of a compromise, to gain access to node 218 with a high
compromise value, the system administrator can decide that
the edge 214 should be limited, or eliminated. Additionally,
the system administrator could alter node 214 to make it
harder for an attacker to compromise, e.g., increase pass-
word complexity to the node 214, limit user accounts that
can access the node 214, limit physical access to the node
214, and so on.

In some implementations, the risk assessment system 100
can determine a compromise risk value for each node, e.g.,
by multiplying the compromise likelihood and total com-
promise value for the node. As described above, the total
compromise value for a particular node is determined from
compromise values of nodes the particular node has access
to. In these implementations, the graph 200B can be updated
to include the compromise risk value, allowing a system
administrator to directly compare nodes. Since each node
will have a total compromise value scaled by the probability
of it being compromised, the system administrator can
quickly identify high risk nodes, e.g., nodes associated with
high compromise risk values. In this way, the system admin-
istrator can quickly identify the risk to a company if the node
was compromised. Examples of determining compromise
risk values are described below, with reference to FIG. 6.

FIG. 2D illustrates an example user interface 220 of the
graph 200D showing access rights of a selected user
account. The risk assessment system 100 can receive an
identification of a user account, e.g., a user account associ-
ated with the network described in FIG. 1. For instance, the
risk assessment system 100 can provide a listing of user
account names, or search functionality, to a system admin-
istrator, and the system administrator can identify a user
account. In one embodiment, a user interface that includes a
drop-down (or some other selection) user interface compo-
nent, may be accessed by the system administrator in order
to select one or more user accounts. Such a user interface
may allow the network administrator to select groups of
users, e.g., new hires, contractors, employees in particular
departments, etc., filter the user accounts by various attri-
butes, such as hire date, title, etc., and/or provide other
searching and filtering functionality that allows the network
administrator to easily select one or more user accounts of
interest. After receiving the identification of the user
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account, the risk assessment system 100 can identify nodes
that the selected user account can access, e.g., the user
account has access rights to, and/or nodes that the user
account has actually accessed within a defined period of
time. In one embodiment, the user may be provided with one
or more user interface controls (e.g., a slider or drop-down
menu) that allow adjusting of the access criteria used to
determine access rights of the selected user account for
display in the network topology, such as a slider that allows
adjustment of a time period of actual accesses by the user
account to include in the network topology.

To identity nodes that the selected user account can
access, the risk assessment system 100 may access user
account access information, such as one or more access
privileges and/or access records, as defined above. For
example, in some embodiments, the risk assessment system
100 discussed herein can map the access rights of a particu-
lar user account (or group) onto the network topology (e.g.,
generated based on NETFLOW, proxy logs, etc.), such that
“reach” of the user account within the network can be
comprehensively visualized. A similarly mapping may also
be performed based on access records for a particular user
account, physical access privileges and/or records for a
particular user account, or some combination of various
access information.

In the example of FIG. 2D, the risk assessment system
100 has determined that the selected user account can access
each node in the graph (shown in broken lines), except one
node, e.g., node 222. A system administrator using the user
interface 220 can inspect the nodes to easily determine
whether the selected user account has greater access rights
than is warranted, e.g., due to their job position. Addition-
ally, the system administrator can request that the risk
assessment system 100 provide actual log-in information
over a defined time period, e.g., a selectable time period, and
identify whether the selected user account rarely, or never,
accesses certain nodes to which the user account has access
as such nodes may be candidates for updating their respec-
tive ACLs so that the user account no longer has access
rights.

In some implementations, the user interface 220 can
include a selectable option for updating the network topol-
ogy to indicate nodes the user account has access to (e.g.,
based on access rights) and/or has actually accessed (e.g.,
based on access records). As noted above, in some imple-
mentations the risk assessment system 100 can obtain infor-
mation identifying nodes that a person associated with the
selected user account can physically access. For instance,
the risk assessment system 100 can obtain lists identifying
physical badges worn by people, e.g., employees, and rooms
or spaces containing nodes that particular physical badges
can access. The risk assessment system 100 can then identify
nodes in rooms or spaces that the person associated with the
selected user account can physically access.

As described above, the user interface may identify nodes
that the selected user account has actually accessed, e.g.,
over a selectable time period, instead of nodes the user
account can access as in FIG. 2D. In this embodiment,
unnecessary access to nodes can be identified in the user
interface by highlighting nodes that the user account can
access, but has never accessed (over some selectable period
of time selected by the system administrator, such as a
default time period or one that is dynamically adjustable by
the system administrator using one or more user interface
controls). For example, differences between a particular user
account’s access rights and that particular user account’s
access records (for some time period or based on all records)
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may be determined in order to identify possible areas for
tightening access rights for that user account.

In some embodiments, user accounts may have access to
only portions of data on a particular node. Thus, the user
interface 220 may be updated with an indication that only
parts of a particular node are accessible and may be con-
figured to provide a detailed drill-down of particular direc-
tories, files, etc. that the user account has access to in
response to a request from the system administrator (such as
double-clicking on a particular node).

FIG. 2E illustrates an example user interface 230 of the
graph 200E showing access rights to an identified critical
area of a network. The risk assessment system 100 can
receive an identification of a critical area of the network,
e.g., a system administrator can provide identifications of
nodes, e.g., nodes 232A-D, that are intended by the system
administrator to be critical e.g., important to a company or
the network. In some implementations the risk assessment
system 100 can automatically identify nodes likely to be
critical, e.g., the system 100 can determine compromise
values for each node and identify critical nodes as being
associated with high compromise values. Determining com-
promise values is described below, with reference to FIG. 4.

After identifying a critical area of the network, the risk
assessment system 100 can identify a percentage of user
accounts that can access the critical area of the network, as
described above with reference to FIG. 2D, and a percentage
of nodes that can access the secure area of the network, as
described above with reference to FIG. 2B. That is, the risk
assessment system 100 determines the access rights of each
node outside of the critical area, and identifies a number of
nodes that can access any node in the critical area. The risk
assessment system 100 can then compute a percentage of
nodes outside the critical area that can access the critical
area, and provide the percentage to a system administrator
using the user interface 230. Additionally, the risk assess-
ment system 100 can determine a number of edges that
connect to a node in the critical area. For instance, in the
example the risk assessment system 100 has determined that
three edges connect to nodes in the critical area, e.g., node
234 connects to node 232A by an edge, node 236 connects
to node 232A by an edge, and node 238 connects to node
232A by an edge. A larger quantity of connections to the
critical area may be indicative of an increased risk of
compromise of that critical. Any connection to the critical
area should be audited to ensure that only authorize traffic
can travel across it.

Similarly, the risk assessment system 100 can determine
a percentage of user accounts that can access, or have
accessed, nodes in the critical area. In the example, the risk
assessment system 100 has determined that 18 out of 20 user
accounts can access, or have accessed, nodes in the critical
area.

In some implementations, the system also calculates one
or more metrics related to users’ access to the network. For
example, a metric indicating a total number of user accounts
that have access to a particular area of the network (and/or
have actually accessed), such as a defined critical area, or
number of user accounts that have access to (and/or have
actually accessed) a threshold percentage, or number, of
network nodes, e.g., 70%, 80%, 85% (wherein such per-
centage may be provided by the system administrator). In
the example, the risk assessment system 100 has determined
that 20 out of 20 user accounts can access 80% of the total
number of nodes in the graph. A similar metric could be
provided to indicate a percentage of user accounts that have
actually accessed at least 80% of the total number of nodes.
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Furthermore, discrepancies between these two ratio (e.g.,
have access and actually accessed) may trigger alerts, e.g.,
recommendations, to the system administrator suggesting
tightening of user account access rights in view of actual
node access being much lower than available node access.
Example Network Configuration

FIG. 3 illustrates a diagram of the risk assessment system
100 in communication with the network 110 in order to build
and/or enhance the network topology based on access rights
of user accounts. In this embodiment, the risk assessment
system 100 is shown in communication with the network
110 that includes one or more network devices, e.g., network
devices 312A-312N. In some implementations the risk
assessment system 100 can be a network device included in
the network 110, or can be software executing on a network
device.

The risk assessment system 100 is in communication
with, or maintains, one or more databases storing network
traffic information and user account access information, e.g.,
the network traffic information database 302 and user
account access information database 304.

In one embodiment, the network traffic information data-
base 302 stores router logs, e.g., network traffic data describ-
ing communications between network devices such as NET-
FLOW data, firewall logs, e.g., data identifying network
devices that are permitted to access particular other network
devices, and/or proxy logs, e.g., data describing network
devices that request or receive information through a proxy
server. Additionally, the risk assessment system 100 can
provide requests, e.g., traceroute requests or pings, to net-
work devices included in the network 110, and receive
identifications of network devices that the request was
routed through. In this way the risk assessment system 100
can actively identify network devices in communication
with each other, e.g., network devices that can provide
information to, or receive information from, other network
devices. The risk assessment system 100 can then use these
identified network device communication paths to enrich the
network topology 120 or store these identified network
device communication paths in the network traffic informa-
tion database 302.

In one embodiment, the user account access information
database 304 stores access information describing a level of
access that a user account, e.g., a user account of the network
110, has with a network device included in the network 110.
For instance, user account access information can include
identifications of user accounts that are permitted to access
a network device, e.g., log into the network device, or user
accounts that can request data from or send data to a network
device, e.g., ping the network device. The information can
be obtained from access rights associated with respective
nodes of the network 110. For example, rights of each
network node in an Access Control List (“ACL”) may be
parsed in order to determine, for each user account, which
network nodes the user account can access. The user account
access information may also include information obtained
from access records particular to each network node
included in the network 110, e.g., information identifying
user accounts that have accessed a network device, or
directory information identifying user accounts. In some
implementations, the information can identify network
nodes that particular persons associated with user accounts
can physically touch and/or has physically touched, e.g.,
physical access rights or physical access records. For
instance, as described above in FIG. 2D, the information can
identify badges worn by people that allow entry into a room
or space containing particular network devices.
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The risk assessment system 100 includes a network
identification engine 320 configured to obtain information
stored in the network traffic information database 302 and
determine and/or update a network topology of the network
110. As noted above, a network topology identifies nodes in
the network 110, e.g., one or more network devices grouped
as a node, and connections between the nodes, e.g., network
devices permitted to access other network devices. Addi-
tionally, the risk assessment system 100 can actively provide
requests to network devices included in the network 110,
e.g., traceroute requests, to identify connections between
network devices. The risk assessment system 100 can also
direct network devices in the network 110 to provide
requests to other network devices, e.g., to identify connec-
tions between network devices, and receive indications of
whether requests to respective devices was successful.
Examples of actively providing requests are described
below, with reference to FIG. 4.

In some embodiments, an initial network topology may be
generated by a third party service or software, and then the
risk assessment system 100 updates the network topology
with additional information, such as user account access
information, proxy logs, etc. Thus, the network identifica-
tion engine 320 can associate user account access informa-
tion with the network topology. For instance, the network
identification engine 320 can store mappings between nodes
determined in the network topology, and user accounts
permitted to access the nodes.

Additionally, the risk assessment system 100 includes a
risk determination engine 330 to determine risks associated
with the network 110 being compromised, e.g., by an
attacker. For instance, the risk determination engine 330 can
determine compromise values associated with each node,
e.g., approximate costs that would be incurred to a company
that owns the network 110 if one or more network devices
were compromised. The risk determination engine 330 can
then identify nodes that each user account, node, or group of
user accounts or nodes, is permitted to access, and determine
a total compromise value. The total compromise value
represents approximate costs that would be incurred if a
particular user account, or particular node, were compro-
mised. Furthermore, the risk determination engine 330 can
determine a total compromise value for the entire network
110, e.g., from respective compromise values of each node.
Examples of determining a total compromise value are
described below, with reference to FIG. 7.

The risk determination engine 330 can also determine
compromise likelihood for each node, and user account,
associated with the network 110. The compromise likeli-
hood identifies a probability of the node, or user account,
being compromised. Examples of determining compromise
likelihood are described below, with reference to FIG. 6. The
risk assessment system can then determine a compromise
risk value for each node, or user account, from the compro-
mise likelihood for the node, or user account, the total
compromise value for the node, or user account, and pos-
sible other attributes associated with the node and/or user
account. In one embodiment, the compromise risk value is
a scaled version of the total compromise value, scaled by the
compromise likelihood (e.g., probability that the node, or
user account, can be compromised). Examples of determin-
ing compromise risk values are described below, with ref-
erence to FIG. 6.

The risk determination engine 330 can also generate user
interface data identifying the network topology, described
above, and risks associated with the network 110. In some
implementations the risk determination engine 330 gener-
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ates a graph of nodes and edges, with each node representing
one or more network devices, and each edge identitying a
connection between two nodes. The user interface data is
configured to be provided for presentation, and receive
interactions from a system administrator using the risk
assessment system 100. Example user interface data is
described above, with reference to FIGS. 2A-2E.

Example Methods

FIG. 4 illustrates a flowchart of an example process 400
for network risk assessment. For convenience, the process
400 will be described as being performed by a system of one
or more computers, e.g., the risk assessment system 100.
Depending on the embodiment, the method of FIG. 4 may
include fewer or additional blocks and the blocks may be
performed in an order that is different than illustrated.

In the example of FIG. 4, the system obtains information
describing network traffic between network devices in a
network (block 402). The system can obtain the information,
e.g., router logs, router rules, firewall logs, and so on, from
one or more databases. Information describing network
traffic is any information that identifies one or more network
devices that can communicate with, or access, each other. In
some implementations, the system maintains the databases
and retrieves the information, e.g., from routing devices, for
storage in the databases. In some other implementations, the
system can access the databases that have been pre-popu-
lated with information describing network traffic.

As described above, the information can be from routing
systems that route requests from a network device to an
appropriate receiving network device. Routing systems can
include routers, and proxy servers that hide an identification
of the requesting network device and route the hidden
request to a receiving network device. As described below in
block 404, the system may obtain proxy logs to identify that
two network devices are in communication with each other,
even though a proxy server would ordinarily hide that
reality.

In some implementations the system can actively deter-
mine network devices that can communicate with, or access,
each other by providing traceroute requests to all network
devices. A traceroute request reports the route that the
request took to get a receiving network device, e.g., the
network devices and routers that the request was provided
to. If the system receives a response identifying the tracer-
oute, the system can store information identifying all the
network devices involved in the response and the respective
connections between them. Additionally the system can
provide a traceroute request to all possible addresses of
network devices on particular subnets, e.g., the system can
cycle through all permutations of network addresses in the
subnet, and identify network devices from traceroute
requests that receive a response.

Next, the system determines a network topology from the
information describing network traffic (block 404). A net-
work topology identifies nodes that each represents one or
more network devices connected by edges, with each edge
representing a communication link. Each edge can be asso-
ciated with a direction from a node to another node, e.g.,
identifying a direction of communication. Additionally
edges can be bi-directional. In some implementations, the
system can represent all network devices that belong to a
particular subnet as being a single node. In some other
implementations, a system administrator using the system
can identify that more than one network device is to belong
to a single node.

To determine the network topology, the system can obtain
router logs, e.g., NETFLOW data, that identifies network
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traffic between network devices that provide requests to, or
receive requests from, routers. The system then identifies
pairs of network devices that have communicated, and
represents the network devices as nodes connected by
respective edges.

The system can also obtain firewall logs, and identify
network devices expressly permitted to communicate with,
or access, other network devices. Additionally, the system
can obtain proxy logs, and identify a requesting network
device, and a receiving network device. Since a proxy server
hides the requesting network device’s address, e.g., network
address, from the receiving network device, discovering
whether two network devices are in communication with
each other would be difficult without proxy log information.
The system can also utilize router rules, e.g., rules specify-
ing a method of routing requests received from particular
network devices. In this way the system can determine, from
the rules, that two network devices are in communication
with each other by identifying a router rule specifying the
communication.

In some implementations, the system can obtain informa-
tion identifying network devices that are physically con-
nected, e.g., by a direct wired or wireless connection. The
system can store these connected network devices as nodes
connected by edges in the network topology.

Moving to block 406, the system associates identifications
of user accounts permitted to access network devices with
respective nodes of the network topology. For example, the
system obtains access information from one or more access
rights, access records, and/or other sources. Such informa-
tion may indicate user accounts that have access to respec-
tive nodes and user accounts that have actually accessed
nodes within a defined time period (e.g., the previous week,
month, year, or selectable time period), respectively. From
this user account access information, the system may asso-
ciate identifications of the user accounts with nodes that
include the accessible and/or accessed nodes. In one
embodiment, the system first overlays access records and
then access privileges onto the network topology generated
in block 404 to provide a network topology with overlaid
access rights and access history information.

In some implementations, the system can provide infor-
mation, e.g., to a system administrator, identifying user
accounts permitted to access nodes that they haven’t actually
accessed in a selectable period of time, e.g., one month, 3
months, one year.

Furthermore, the system can obtain physical active con-
trol list (ACL) badge information to identify rooms contain-
ing network devices that a person associated with a user
account can physically access. Nodes including the network
devices in the identified rooms are associated with (e.g.
indicated as accessible by) identifications of the user
accounts.

Examples of associating identifications of user accounts
with nodes are further described below, with reference to
FIG. 5.

The system generates user interface data identifying the
network topology (block 408). In some implementations, the
system generates a graph that identifies the network topol-
ogy, e.g., FIG. 2A. The graph can be a directed graph, and
each node in the graph can correspond to a node in the
network topology. Similarly, each directed edge in the graph
can correspond to an edge in the network topology. In some
other implementations, the system generates a table that
identifies all nodes that each particular node can access.

This user interface data can be provided for presentation,
e.g., to a system administrator using the system. Addition-
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ally, the system can receive interactions with the user
interface data and update the user interface according to the
interaction discussed above, e.g., FIGS. 2A-2D. for
example, a network administrator can click on a particular
node of a network topology in order to cause the system to
automatically determine access rights associated with that
node and display those in the network topology (e.g., via
some type of overlay, such as coloring certain nodes, shad-
ing certain nodes, hiding nodes that are not accessible by the
selected node, etc.). In addition, the network administrator
may be able to zoom in and out of the network to view
additional detail or less detail regarding the network topol-
ogy. For example, in response to a zoom level being
decreased (to view more of the network topology), the
system may group nodes (such as nodes that each have a
common connection to a particular node) for simplified
presentation of that group of nodes. The network adminis-
trator can manipulate and explore the network topology
before compromise values are calculated and/or after such
compromise values are calculated. In one embodiment,
compromise values may be calculated in response to a
network administrator selecting one or more nodes on a
network.

In the embodiment of FIG. 4, the system determines a
compromise value associated with each node in the network
topology (block 410). A compromise value represents an
approximate cost that would be incurred, e.g., to a company
that owns the network, if the node were compromised, e.g.,
by an attacker. For nodes that include more than one network
device, e.g., multiple network devices that are part of the
same subnet, the system can determine compromise values
of'those multiple network devices, and compute a sum of the
network devices for the node.

For instance, the compromise value can be the cost of the
data stored by the node, such as a value to recover the data,
a value to ensure that all data stored by nodes has not been
tampered with, a value to pay for specialized services
associated with loss of the data (e.g., credit monitoring),
costs of insurance deductibles and/or increases in premiums,
and/or any other costs. The compromise value of a node can
also be the cost incurred by a company that owns the
network if the node were out of service, e.g., offline. The
cost can be the cost incurred per day by the company, or cost
incurred hourly (or any other unit of time). The compromise
value can also factor in the cost to replace the node, and
information stored on it. Additionally, any compromise of
the network can be associated with a compromise value
which is in addition to a compromise value of each node,
e.g., a reputational compromise value. This reputational
compromise value identifies an expected loss to the com-
pany that operates the network, e.g., any quantifiable loss of
investor faith, loss of consumer faith, or costs incurred with
respect to average legal fees to defend itself in a lawsuit by
a government or a consumer.

In some implementations the system can obtain informa-
tion that describes what each node stores, and determine an
associated compromise value from the information. To
determine an associated compromise value, the system can
store mappings between specific types of information and
associated costs. For instance, if the system obtains infor-
mation a particular node that stores credit card information,
the system can identify an associated cost in the mappings,
e.g., cost per particular credit card. In some other imple-
mentations, the system can receive approximate costs of
information stored in a node, e.g., from a system adminis-
trator using the system.
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In some implementations, the system can provide an
identification of the compromise values to a system admin-
istrator using the system as an overlay of the graph identi-
fying the network topology, e.g., FIGS. 2A-2E.

After determining compromise values, the system can
receive identifications of user accounts, or nodes in the
network topology, and determine a total compromise value
associated with all nodes that the user account, or identified
node, can access. In this way a company can quickly identify
the potential costs incurred to them if any user account, or
network device, were compromised. Examples of determin-
ing total compromise values are described below, with
reference to FIG. 7.

FIG. 5 illustrates a flowchart of an example process 500
for determining access rights of user accounts. For conve-
nience, the process 500 will be described as being performed
by a system of one or more computers, e.g., the risk
assessment system 100. Depending on the embodiment, the
method of FIG. 5 may include fewer or additional blocks
and the blocks may be performed in an order that is different
than illustrated. Additionally, the system can perform blocks
502-504 in parallel with blocks 506-508. For example, the
processes of analyzing access records and analyzing access
rights may not be dependent on one another. Thus, access
rights may be analyzed independent of access records, and
such analysis may even be performed concurrently in order
to obtain potentially unnecessary privileges associated with
the user account.

The system identifies access records, such as network
log-in data, associated with the network (block 502). As
noted above, access records may describing user accounts
that have logged into, e.g., accessed, particular network
devices. The access records can be actively obtained from
each network device and/or from a database storing log-in
data. For instance, the system can provide a request to each
network device to receive log-in data, e.g., data describing
user accounts that have logged into the network device. The
access records can include historical log-in data, e.g., log-in
data from the prior quarter, month, or year (or any other
period of time).

The system identifies user accounts that accessed nodes
using the access records (block 504). The system scans the
access records to identify user accounts, and network
devices that each of the user accounts have accessed. The
system then associates identifications of user accounts with
respective nodes in the network topology.

The system identifies access rights associated with the
network (block 506). As noted above, access rights can
identify user accounts permitted to access each network
device, e.g., over a network, regardless of whether the user
account actually has accessed the network device. Addition-
ally, physical access rights can identify whether persons
associated with user account can physically touch network
devices, e.g., whether the persons have access to rooms that
contain particular network devices.

The system identifies user accounts permitted to access
nodes (block 508). As described above in block 506, the
system identifies user accounts permitted to access, e.g.,
over a network or physically, network devices. The system
then associates identifications of the user accounts with
nodes in the network topology that include the respective
network devices.

With the information regarding nodes that the selected
user account can access (e.g., based on access rights) and
information regarding nodes that the selected user account
actually has accessed (e.g., based on access records), the
system can determine a recommendation for reduction of
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access rights to the particular user account, such as to
remove access rights to any network nodes (or other object
on the network) that the user account has not actually
accessed (e.g., within the time period determined by the
network administrator), but for which the user account has
access rights. Such a recommendation may be provided to
the network administrator via many manners, such as by
highlighting nodes on a network topology (e.g., overlaid on
any of the network topologies of FIG. 2) for which access
rights may be removed. In some embodiments, the sug-
gested reduction of access rights may be implemented via
the same user interface by the network administrator select-
ing a button or other Ul control indicating a desire to have
the system automatically implement such suggested reduc-
tion in access rights.

FIG. 6 illustrates a flowchart of an example process 600
for determining the compromise risk value associated with
a user account or node. For convenience, the process 600
will be described as being performed by a system of one or
more computers, e.g., the risk assessment system 100.
Depending on the embodiment, the method of FIG. 6 may
include fewer or additional blocks and the blocks may be
performed in an order that is different than illustrated.

The system receives an identification of a user account or
node (block 602). A system administrator can provide a user
account name, or the system can provide search function-
ality to help facilitate identifying a user account. In one
embodiment, the system performs the below-noted process
for each user account and/or user account group to develop
compromise risk value for each and provides a sorted listed
of the accounts and account groups. Thus, the system
administrator may be provided with a list of users or user
groups having the highest total compromise values and/or
likelihoods and may assess whether access controls with
reference to those users or user groups should be tightened
to reduce compromise risk values.

The system administrator can also identify the network
address of a network device included in a node, or provide
an identification, e.g., a name, of the node. In some imple-
mentations the system administrator can provide a selection
of'the node as presented in the graph identifying the network
topology, described above with reference to block 408 of
FIG. 4.

The system determines a total compromise value of the
user account or node (block 604). The system obtains all
nodes that the user account, or node, is permitted to access,
e.g., from the information determined in FIG. 5. The system
then obtains a compromise value for each of the obtained
nodes, and determines a total compromise value from the
obtained compromise values. In some implementations the
system can sum the obtained compromise values to deter-
mine a total compromise value. In some implementations
the system can apply weights to each of the obtained
compromise values, e.g., scaling factors, to determine the
total compromise value. Examples of determining a total
compromise value are described below, with reference to
FIG. 7.

The system determines a compromise likelihood for the
user account or node (block 606). The system determines a
probability, or decimal value, that the user account, or node,
can be compromised.

For example with a user account, the system can obtain
information identifying a complexity of the user account
password, the location that a person associated with the user
account normally logs into nodes from, a length of time the
person has worked at the company that controls the network,
one or more values identifying an importance of the user
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account, and so on. This information can be provided to a
machine learning model, e.g., a neural network, a Gaussian
mixture model, and so on, and the system can obtain a
probability identifying a chance the user account will get
compromised.

For example with a node, the system can obtain informa-
tion identifying user accounts that are permitted to access
the node, and obtain information identifying password com-
plexities of each user account, locations that persons asso-
ciated with the user accounts normally log in from, length of
time that the persons have worked at the company, and so
on. Additionally, the system can obtain information describ-
ing how easy, or hard, it is for persons to access, e.g.,
physically access, the node. The system can identify whether
the node is associated with a high compromise value, e.g.,
identifying that the node is an important target, or whether
the node is permitted to access another node with a high
compromise value. Compromise likelthood may consider
linkages (e.g. proximity to insecure parts of the network like
the demilitarized zone of the network), attributes (e.g. soft-
ware version) for a given node, and/or an academic theory
like attack graphs in computing a compromise likelihood for
a node. This information can be provided to the machine
learning model, described above, and the system can obtain
a probability identifying a chance the node will get com-
promised.

In some implementations the system determines compro-
mise likelihoods for each node after, or before, determining
the compromise value for the node, described above with
reference to block 410 of FIG. 4. Similarly, the system can
determine compromise likelihoods for each user account.
That is, the system can automatically determine a compro-
mise likelihood for each user account, or node, e.g., without
system administrator action. After determining the network
topology, the system can provide information identifying the
network topology, e.g., a graph, and include the compromise
value and compromise likelihood for each node in the graph,
e.g., described above with reference to FIG. 2C.

In the embodiment of FIG. 6, the system determines a
compromise risk value for the user account or node (block
608). For example, the system obtains the total compromise
value, determined in block 604, and the compromise like-
lihood, determined in block 606, and determines a compro-
mise risk value for the user account or node. In some
implementations the system computes a multiplication of the
total compromise value by the compromise likelihood, e.g.,
decimal representation of the compromise likelihood to
arrive at the compromise risk value for the selected user
account or node. In other embodiments, the compromise risk
value may be calculated based on other combinations of
total compromise value, compromise likelihood, and/or
other factors.

The system can then provide the compromise risk value
for presentation to a system administrator, who can identify
a scaled version of the risk of a user account, or node. For
instance, a system administrator can directly compare any
arbitrary node, or user account, and identify nodes, or user
accounts, that are high risk, e.g., have a high compromise
risk value.

Additionally, the system can automatically determine a
compromise risk value for each node and/or each user
account, associated with the network. The system can then
determine a network compromise risk value, e.g., by com-
bining in some manner, such as summing, the compromise
risk values for each node and/or user account in the network.
The network compromise risk value identifies a compromise
risk value for the entire network, and can then be provided
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to a system administrator to obtain a high level estimation of
the overall risks associated with the network. A network
compromise risk value may also be compared to other
network compromise risk values, e.g., of other organiza-
tions, such as by an insurance provider in order to establish
relative risks associated with a network.

FIG. 7 illustrates a flowchart of an example process 700
for determining a total compromise value of a node or user
account. For convenience, the process 700 will be described
as being performed by a system of one or more computers,
e.g., the risk assessment system 110. Depending on the
embodiment, the method of FIG. 7 may include fewer or
additional blocks and the blocks may be performed in an
order that is different than illustrated.

The system determines nodes in the network topology
which the selected node or user account has access (block
702). As described above, in step 602 of FIG. 6, the system
can receive a selection of a user account or node, e.g., by a
system administrator.

For a node, the system determines all communication
paths from nodes in the network topology, determined in
block 404 of FIG. 4, to the selected node, and stores
information identifying the determined nodes. In some
implementations, the system can provide an identification of
the determined nodes to a system administrator as an overlay
of the graph identifying the network topology, described
above with reference to block 408 of FIG. 4. For example,
the system can shade the determined nodes as presented to
the system administrator on the graph. In another example,
the system can present the determined nodes with hatched
lines, e.g., FIG. 2B, or can color the determined nodes
differently than remaining nodes.

Similarly for a user account, the system determines all
nodes that the user account is permitted to access, e.g., from
the information determined in FIG. 5. In some implemen-
tations, a system administrator can specify whether he/she is
interested in nodes the selected user account has accessed in
a previous time period, and/or nodes the user account is
permitted to access, either physically or over a network.

In some implementations, the system can provide an
identification of the determined nodes to a system adminis-
trator using the system as an overlay of the graph identifying
the network topology, such as in the example of FIG. 2D and
as described further above with reference to block 408 of
FIG. 4. For example, the system can shade or color the
determined nodes as presented to the system administrator
on the graph. In another example, the system can present the
determined nodes with hatched lines, e.g., FIG. 2D, or can
color the determined nodes differently than remaining
nodes.

In this example, the system determines compromise val-
ues of the determined nodes (block 704). For example, the
system may determine compromise values for each node the
user account, or node, is permitted to access. Determining a
compromise value is described above, with reference to
block 410 of FIG. 4.

The system, optionally, applies risk weightings to respec-
tive nodes (block 706). After obtaining compromise values
for each node, the system can apply respective weights to the
nodes, e.g., apply a scaling factor to each compromise value.
In some implementations, the system can apply a higher
weighting to a node that has been previously identified as
being part of a critical area, e.g., the critical area identified
in FIG. 2E. In some implementations, the system can receive
weights to apply to particular nodes, e.g., a system admin-
istrator can specify that particular nodes are of a greater
importance than other nodes.
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The system computes a total compromise value (block
708). In some implementations, the system computes a sum
of the compromise values obtained for each identified node
that the selected user account, or node, can access. In some
other implementations, the system applies the weightings of
block 706 to respective compromise values of nodes, and
sums the output to obtain a total compromise value.

The system can then provide the total compromise values
for particular nodes for presentation, e.g., to a system
administrator as an overlay of the graph described in FIG. 4.

The system can also determine a compromise value of the
entire network, e.g., the system can perform blocks 702-708,
and assumes that all nodes are accessible in block 702. In
this way the system can then provide a compromise value of
the network, e.g., for presentation, to a system administrator.

In addition to the description of FIGS. 1-7 above, the
system, e.g., the risk assessment system 100, can generate
and provide recommendations to a system administrator
using the system, e.g., a network administrator. For instance,
the system can automatically identify changes in the net-
work, e.g., the network 110, that will lower total compro-
mise values, compromise likelihoods, and/or compromise
risks associated with the network and/or specific user
accounts and/or nodes. The system can obtain information
identifying nodes that user accounts have actually used in a
defined time period, and determine whether blocking access
to remaining nodes, e.g., nodes user accounts don’t actually
use, will lower the compromise risk values of the user
accounts to a greater degree than the cost of implementing
the changes, and may even provide suggestions on user
access rights to further restrict. For example, the system may
provide recommendations to limit users’ access rights to
only those resources, e.g., nodes or objects within nodes,
that particular user accounts have accessed within some
previous time period, such as 30 or 60 days. In some
embodiments, the system may have sufficient user access
rights to ACL settings on nodes of the network to actually
initiate changes of user access rights, such as by transmitting
information regarding changes to ACL rules to respective
nodes.

Additionally, the system can determine whether limiting
access to particular nodes, e.g., nodes identified as being
included in a critical area, will provide a greater decrease in
compromise risk value, e.g., in units of dollars, than the cost
of implementing the changes. To determine whether the
recommended network changes will result in a greater
benefit than cost incurred, the system can obtain information
describing average costs of components needed to effect the
recommendation, e.g., firewalls, added software to control
security, added personnel costs, and so on.

The system can weigh the costs incurred to make the
recommended changes against the benefit, e.g., the reduction
in compromise risk values, and provide a recommendation
to a system administrator that is determined to have the
greatest benefit/cost incurred tradeoff. Additionally the sys-
tem can receive an identification of a budget, e.g., from the
system administrator, and determine recommended network
changes to the network 110 that fall within the budget.
Example Network Segmentation Recommendations

The system can also perform processes to determine
maximum network segmentation. That is, the system can
determine a number of communication paths between nodes
in the network topology, and determine whether the number
can be limited. For instance, the system can limit the number
of communication paths from nodes that aren’t critical to
critical nodes, or from nodes associated with low compro-
mise values to nodes associated with high compromise
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values. To effect this recommended segmentation, the sys-
tem can provide recommendations of network components,
e.g., firewalls, proxy servers, and provide the recommenda-
tions as an overlay on the user interface graphs described in
FIGS. 2A-2E.

Standardized Risk Assessment

In addition to the system providing recommendations to a
system administrator, the system can be utilized by an
insurance provider to quote potential insurance rates, e.g.,
premiums, to a company, for losses incurred by networks
being compromised. Since the system provides an actual
analysis of the network, e.g., compromise values, compro-
mise risk values, and an analysis of user account and node
access rights, the insurance provider can determine accurate
insurance rates. Additionally, the insurance provider can
provide a questionnaire to a company about their security
protocols, e.g., access rights of employees, alarm systems,
and so on. The answers to this questionnaire can be incor-
porated by the insurance provider to determine insurance
rates.

The insurance provider can determine insurance premi-
ums by obtaining an average compromise value per node in
the network, average compromise value per node in an
identified critical area of the network, or a network com-
promise risk value. The insurance provider can then tie the
above information to one or more actuarial tables that
identify costs for insuring a company given the information.
Additionally, the insurance provider can generate actuarial
tables for different sectors of an economy, such as based on
compromise risk values for multiple entities within each of
those sectors. The various uses of compromise risk values
can advantageously be used by an insurance provider (and
others) to compare network security risks associated with
each of multiple networks, such as those within the same
vertical market or sector. For example, an administrator may
compare risks associated with two different networks of a
company to identify networks of relative higher risk.

To determine actuarial tables, the insurance provider can
receive information from multiple companies identifying
network compromise risk values (and/or underlying com-
promise values of particular nodes and/or compromise risk
values of particular nodes or user accounts), and use the
information to determine insurance rates. The insurance
provider therefore has a look into the actual state of a broad
segment of the networks utilized by companies, giving the
insurance provider insight into the proper insurance rates to
quote. The insurance provider can also provide information
to a company identitying how risky their network is, e.g., the
company has high compromise risk values or a high network
compromise risk value compared to its peers, or the com-
pany is giving access to rights to too great a number of user
accounts or nodes compared to its peers.

Example System Implementation and Architecture

FIG. 8 is a block diagram of one embodiment of the risk
assessment system 100, including example components and
modules. In the embodiment of FIG. 8, the risk assessment
system 100 includes the risk determination engine 330 and
network identification engine 320 discussed above with
reference to FIG. 3. These “engines,” which are also referred
to herein as “modules,” are configured for execution by the
CPU 150 and may include, by way of example, components,
such as software components, object-oriented software com-
ponents, class components and task components, processes,
functions, attributes, procedures, subroutines, segments of
program code, drivers, firmware, microcode, circuitry, data,
databases, data structures, tables, arrays, and variables.
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The risk assessment system 100 includes, for example,
one or more servers, workstations, or other computing
devices. In one embodiment, the exemplary risk assessment
system 100 includes one or more central processing units
(“CPU”) 150, which may each include a conventional or
proprietary microprocessor. The risk assessment system 100
further includes one or more memories 130, such as random
access memory (“RAM”) for temporary storage of informa-
tion, one or more read only memories (“ROM”) for perma-
nent storage of information, and one or more mass storage
device 120, such as a hard drive, diskette, solid state drive,
or optical media storage device. Typically, the modules (or
“engines”) of the risk assessment system 100 are connected
to the computer using a standard based bus system. In
different embodiments, the standard based bus system could
be implemented in Peripheral Component Interconnect
(“PCP”), Microchannel, Small Computer System Interface
(“SCSI”), Industrial Standard Architecture (“ISA”), and
Extended ISA (“EISA”) architectures, for example. In addi-
tion, the functionality provided for in the components and
modules of risk assessment system 100 may be combined
into fewer components and modules or further separated into
additional components and modules.

The risk assessment system 100 is generally controlled
and coordinated by operating system software, such as
Windows XP, Windows Vista, Windows 7, Windows 8,
Windows Server, UNIX, Linux, SunOS, Solaris, 108, Black-
berry OS, or other compatible operating systems. In Macin-
tosh systems, the operating system may be any available
operating system, such as MAC OS X. In other embodi-
ments, the risk assessment system 100 may be controlled by
a proprietary operating system. Conventional operating sys-
tems control and schedule computer processes for execution,
perform memory management, provide file system, net-
working, I/O services, and provide a user interface, such as
a graphical user interface (“GUI”), among other things.

The exemplary risk assessment system 100 may include
one or more commonly available input/output (I1/0) devices
and interfaces 110, such as a keyboard, mouse, touchpad,
and printer. In one embodiment, the [/O devices and inter-
faces 110 include one or more display devices, such as a
monitor, that allows the visual presentation of data to a user.
More particularly, a display device provides for the presen-
tation of GUIs, application software data, and multimedia
analytics, for example. The risk assessment system 100 may
also include one or more multimedia devices 140, such as
speakers, video cards, graphics accelerators, and micro-
phones, for example.

The 1/0 devices and interfaces 110 provide a communi-
cation interface to various external devices such as, for
example, he network 110 (FIGS. 1-2). The network 110 may
comprise one or more of a LAN, WAN;, and/or the Internet,
for example, via a wired, wireless, or combination of wired
and wireless, communication link. The network 110 com-
municates with various computing devices and/or other
electronic devices via wired or wireless communication
links.

Other Embodiments

Each of the processes, methods, and algorithms described
in the preceding sections may be embodied in, and fully or
partially automated by, code modules executed by one or
more computer systems or computer processors comprising
computer hardware. The code modules (or “engines”) may
be stored on any type of non-transitory computer-readable
medium or computer storage device, such as hard drives,
solid state memory, optical disc, and/or the like. The systems
and modules may also be transmitted as generated data
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signals (for example, as part of a carrier wave or other
analog or digital propagated signal) on a variety of com-
puter-readable transmission mediums, including wireless-
based and wired/cable-based mediums, and may take a
variety of forms (for example, as part of a single or multi-
plexed analog signal, or as multiple discrete digital packets
or frames). The processes and algorithms may be imple-
mented partially or wholly in application-specific circuitry.
The results of the disclosed processes and process steps may
be stored, persistently or otherwise, in any type of non-
transitory computer storage such as, for example, volatile or
non-volatile storage.

In general, the terms “engine” and “module”, as used
herein, refer to logic embodied in hardware or firmware, or
to a collection of software instructions, possibly having
entry and exit points, written in a programming language,
such as, for example, Java, Lua, C or C++. A software
module may be compiled and linked into an executable
program, installed in a dynamic link library, or may be
written in an interpreted programming language such as, for
example, BASIC, Perl, or Python. It will be appreciated that
software modules may be callable from other modules or
from themselves, and/or may be invoked in response to
detected events or interrupts. Software modules configured
for execution on computing devices may be provided on a
computer readable medium, such as a compact disc, digital
video disc, flash drive, or any other tangible medium. Such
software code may be stored, partially or fully, on a memory
device of the executing computing device, such as the risk
assessment system 100, for execution by the computing
device. Software instructions may be embedded in firmware,
such as an EPROM. It will be further appreciated that
hardware modules may be comprised of connected logic
units, such as gates and flip-flops, and/or may be comprised
of programmable units, such as programmable gate arrays or
processors. The modules described herein are preferably
implemented as software modules, but may be represented
in hardware or firmware. Generally, the modules described
herein refer to logical modules that may be combined with
other modules or divided into sub-modules despite their
physical organization or storage.

The various features and processes described above may
be used independently of one another, or may be combined
in various ways. All possible combinations and subcombi-
nations are intended to fall within the scope of this disclo-
sure. In addition, certain method or process blocks may be
omitted in some implementations. The methods and pro-
cesses described herein are also not limited to any particular
sequence, and the blocks or states relating thereto can be
performed in other sequences that are appropriate. For
example, described blocks or states may be performed in an
order other than that specifically disclosed, or multiple
blocks or states may be combined in a single block or state.
The example blocks or states may be performed in serial, in
parallel, or in some other manner. Blocks or states may be
added to or removed from the disclosed example embodi-
ments. The example systems and components described
herein may be configured differently than described. For
example, elements may be added to, removed from, or
rearranged compared to the disclosed example embodi-
ments.

Conditional language used herein, such as, among others,
“can,” “could,” “might,” “may,” “for example,” and the like,
unless specifically stated otherwise, or otherwise understood
within the context as used, is generally intended to convey
that certain embodiments include, while other embodiments
do not include, certain features, elements and/or steps. Thus,
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such conditional language is not generally intended to imply
that features, elements and/or steps are in any way required
for one or more embodiments or that one or more embodi-
ments necessarily include logic for deciding, with or without
author input or prompting, whether these features, elements
and/or steps are included or are to be performed in any
particular embodiment. The terms “comprising,” “includ-
ing,” “having,” and the like are synonymous and are used
inclusively, in an open-ended fashion, and do not exclude
additional elements, features, acts, operations, and so forth.
Also, the term “or” is used in its inclusive sense (and not in
its exclusive sense) so that when used, for example, to
connect a list of elements, the term “or” means one, some,
or all of the elements in the list. Conjunctive language such
as the phrase “at least one of X, Y and Z,” unless specifically
stated otherwise, is otherwise understood with the context as
used in general to convey that an item, term, etc. may be
either X, Y or Z. Thus, such conjunctive language is not
generally intended to imply that certain embodiments
require at least one of X, at least one of Y and at least one
of Z to each be present.

While certain example embodiments have been described,
these embodiments have been presented by way of example
only, and are not intended to limit the scope of the disclo-
sure. Thus, nothing in the foregoing description is intended
to imply that any particular element, feature, characteristic,
step, module, or block is necessary or indispensable. Indeed,
the novel methods and systems described herein may be
embodied in a variety of other form; furthermore, various
omissions, substitutions, and changes in the form of the
methods and systems described herein may be made without
departing from the spirit of the inventions disclosed herein.
The accompanying claims and their equivalents are intended
to cover such forms or modifications as would fall within the
scope and spirit of certain of the inventions disclosed herein.

Any process descriptions, elements, or blocks in the flow
diagrams described herein and/or depicted in the attached
figures should be understood as potentially representing
modules, segments, or portions of code which include one or
more executable instructions for implementing specific logi-
cal functions or steps in the process. Alternate implementa-
tions are included within the scope of the embodiments
described herein in which elements or functions may be
deleted, executed out of order from that shown or discussed,
including substantially concurrently or in reverse order,
depending on the functionality involved, as would be under-
stood by those skilled in the art.

It should be emphasized that many variations and modi-
fications may be made to the above-described embodiments,
the elements of which are to be understood as being among
other acceptable examples. All such modifications and varia-
tions are intended to be included herein within the scope of
this disclosure. The foregoing description details certain
embodiments of the invention. It will be appreciated, how-
ever, that no matter how detailed the foregoing appears in
text, the invention can be practiced in many ways. As is also
stated above, it should be noted that the use of particular
terminology when describing certain features or aspects of
the invention should not be taken to imply that the termi-
nology is being re-defined herein to be restricted to includ-
ing any specific characteristics of the features or aspects of
the invention with which that terminology is associated.

What is claimed is:

1. A computerized method comprising:

by a computing device having one or more computer

processors and a non-transitory computer readable stor-
age device storing software instruction for execution by
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the one or more computer processors, obtaining infor-
mation describing network traffic between a plurality of
network devices within a network;

determining, based on the information describing network

traffic, a network topology of the network, wherein the
network topology comprises a plurality of nodes each
connected by an edge to one or more of the plurality of
nodes, and wherein each node is associated with one or
more network devices;

associating indications of user access rights of users to

respective nodes included in the network topology; and
generating user interface data associated with the network
topology;
wherein an indication of user access rights of a particular
user to a particular node comprises one or more of:

information indicating that the particular user is permitted
access to a space which includes at least one network
device associated with the particular node,

information indicating that a user account associated with
the particular user can provide information to, or
receive information from, at least one network device
associated with the particular node, or

information indicating that the user account associated

with the particular user is permitted to access, or has
actually attempted to access, at least one network
device associated with the particular node.

2. The computerized method of claim 1, further compris-
ing:

obtaining access control lists associated with respective

nodes, wherein each access control list identifies user
accounts permitted to access one or more network
devices associated with a node.

3. The computerized method of claim 1, further compris-
ing:

obtaining access records associated with respective nodes,

wherein each access record identifies actual access
attempts by user accounts to one or more network
devices associated with a node.

4. The computerized method of claim 1, wherein gener-
ating user interface data comprises generating a graph
identifying the network topology.

5. The computerized method of claim 1, wherein each
edge included in the network topology represents a com-
munication path.

6. The computerized method of claim 1, further compris-
ing:

receiving an identifier of a particular user;

obtaining indications of user access rights of the particular

user that are associated with respective nodes included
in the network topology; and

including information in the user interface data identify-

ing the indications of user access rights.
7. A system comprising:
one or more computers and one or more storage devices
storing instructions that are operable, when executed by
the one or more computers, to cause the one or more
computers to perform operations comprising:

obtaining information describing network traffic between
a plurality of network devices within a network;

determining, based on the information describing network
traffic, a network topology of the network, wherein the
network topology comprises a plurality of nodes each
connected by an edge to one or more of the plurality of
nodes, and wherein each node is associated with one or
more network devices; and

associating indications of user access rights of users to

respective nodes included in the network topology;
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wherein an indication of user access rights of a particular
user to a particular node comprises one or more of:

information indicating that the particular user is permitted
access to a space which includes at least one network
device associated with the particular node,

information indicating that a user account associated with
the particular user can provide information to, or
receive information from, at least one network device
associated with the particular node, or

information indicating that the user account associated

with the particular user is permitted to access, or has
actually attempted to access, at least one network
device associated with the particular node.

8. The system of claim 7, wherein the operations further
comprise:

obtaining access control lists associated with respective

nodes, wherein each access control list identifies user
accounts permitted to access one or more network
devices associated with a node.

9. The system of claim 7, wherein the operations further
comprise: obtaining access records associated with respec-
tive nodes, wherein each access record identifies actual
access attempts by user accounts to one or more network
devices associated with a node.

10. The system of claim 7, wherein the operations further
comprise:

generating user interface data associated with the network

topology.

11. The system of claim 10, wherein the operations further
comprise:

receiving an identifier of a particular user;

obtaining indications of user access rights of the particular

user that are associated with respective nodes included
in the network topology; and

including information in the user interface data identify-

ing the indications of user access rights.

12. The system of claim 10, wherein generating user
interface data comprises generating a graph identifying the
network topology.

13. The system of claim 7, wherein each edge included in
the network topology represents a communication path.

14. A computer program product, encoded on one or more
non-transitory computer storage media, comprising instruc-
tions that when executed by one or more computers cause
the one or more computers to perform operations compris-
ing:
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obtaining information describing network traffic between
a plurality of network devices within a network;
determining, based on the information describing network
traffic, a network topology of the network, wherein the
network topology comprises a plurality of nodes each
connected by an edge to one or more of the plurality of
nodes, and wherein each node is associated with one or
more network devices;
associating indications of user access rights of users to
respective nodes included in the network topology; and
generating user interface data associated with the network
topology;
wherein an indication of user access rights of a particular
user to a particular node comprises one or more of:
information indicating that the particular user is permitted
access to a space which includes at least one network
device associated with the particular node,
information indicating that a user account associated with
the particular user can provide information to, or
receive information from, at least one network device
associated with the particular node, or
information indicating that the user account associated
with the particular user is permitted to access, or has
actually attempted to access, at least one network
device associated with the particular node.
15. The computer program product of claim 14, wherein
the operations further comprise:
obtaining access control lists associated with respective
nodes, wherein each access control list identifies user
accounts permitted to access one or more network
devices associated with a node.
16. The computer program product of claim 14, wherein
the operations further comprise:
obtaining access records associated with respective nodes,
wherein each access record identifies actual access
attempts by user accounts to one or more network
devices associated with a node.
17. The computer program product of claim 14, wherein
the operations further comprise:
receiving an identifier of a particular user;
obtaining indications of user access rights of the particular
user that are associated with respective nodes included
in the network topology; and
including information in the user interface data identify-
ing the indications of user access rights.
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